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A Second Letter 10 Father Lewis Sabran 
 Feſuite, in Anſwer 10 b# Reply, _ 


Novemb. 3oth. 1687. 


Reverend Sir, 


Was very glad to hear yeſterday of your intentioris of giving 
|| me an anſwer to the Letter I wrote to you five days. 260; 

I did expe& I ſhould find ſomething extraordinary, and 
ſome reaſons or arguments of ſtrength {afficient ro convince 
the world, thateven the demonſtrative argument from Jidere ought 
to be ſer afide, fince you could produce evidertices 25 trons and 
as poſirive on the other hand; and therefore as ſoon as I heard 
it, I reſolved with my ſelf not to be obſtinate in the defence 
of my charge againſt you, but fairly and honeſtly to own my 
miſtake, if you did bring on your fide any thing ſtronger and 
more rational than what had been produced againſt you. 

But when I this day had your Anſwer from the PreG ; the 
firſt peruſal of i: ſufficiently informed: me , that you had not 
done that thing, which indeed my private reaſon (I muſt con- 
fe) did aſſure me that you could not, I mean that you had 
not given any thing of moment in defence of your felf, 

One thing I muſt own I was ſurpriſed at, the great altera- 
tion in your ſtyle betwixt your two Letters, This is as bluſtring 
and abuſive, as the other was calm ; you reflefed in your 
Letter to the Honourable Lord on the inſulting and ſcurriloxs lauguage 
of the Hereticks, but for your ſelf you (aid, far be it from me 


even to return * the like, we have no ſuch cuſtome, neither hath the « Letter to a 
Church of God : Truth ( fay you) wowld bluſh to be defended by ſachs Peer, pag. 9. 


anwarrantable arms : but it ſeems your mind is altered ſince, and 
now Truth will not bluſh to be fo deferided, and you can make 
uſe of harſher words (which others call inſolent language) i» 


the defence Þ of Truth: but I muſt do you this juſtice to own, * Reply, p.8. 


that you have not quirted the reſolutions of the former Lerter, 
ſince what yoa fet your ſelf fo angryly to defend here is» 7-»rh 
but a groſs Errour, as I ſhall _—_ quickly (hew. 

Z You 


(4) 


You begin your Letter in a victorious ſtile, and reaſon good, 
| fince you fay you have the Opinion of al! men of ſenſe that your 
| Letter to the Peer of the Church of England hath cleared you fic 
| ently of the miſtake 1 ed you with. I muſt confeſs I dare 
| not deny what you ſay here , fince I have not ſpoken wich 

the hundredth part of the men of hp the Town to know 
whether it be Truth that you write here : however thus far I 
dare ſpeak, that I do not believe it, fince I am afraid that by 
the ALL MEN of SENSE here is meant no more than SOME 
of your own party- 
Tt was not from an inconſiderate itch of Scribling (as you word 
* Reply, p-2- it ©) thatl refleted upon that paſſage in your introduttion to your 
Sermon at Cheſter. | was provoked to it from that paſlage's 
bang © apc cryed up, boaſted of, and inſiſted upon as if i: 
had +, moſt genuine and a moſt. conſiderable Teſtimony 
( about Praying to the Virgin Mary) from Sr. Auguſtine : and there- 
fore fince I was quickly ſatisfied that the Sermon, out of which 
it was taken, was not St. Aug»ftine's, I looked upon it asa duty 
] owed tothe world, and particularly to the Nobility of the Church 
of England ( ſome of whom had been urged much with that paſ- : 
ſage) to publiſh it to the whole Nation [ in that Page that was 
empty at the end of my Book ] that that Sermon de Sanctis out 
of which it is taken, was not, nor could be St. Amguſtine's. 

The Reaſons I uſed there have been the ſubje& of this Letter- 
Controverſie betwixt us, and though you be reſolved never ts take 
ary {ſartker] notice of ſuch unknown perſons, who conceal their names, 
yet I am reſolved to defend my firſt Letter to you, and I be- 
lieve I ſhall convince the world in it, that you ought to make 
ſome other Reply than you hitherto have, to the Demonftrative 
Argument from Þ or 

The firſt and leaſt conſiderable Reaſon that I urged againſt 
the Sermon was from the Title and Swbjeft of ir. About this 
we have had the moſt ado, though I hinted in my Letter to 
you that the ſtreſs of the Controverſie did not at all depend upon 
it. But you are reſolved to inſiſt upon this, and in your Reply 
you have marſhal'd my reaſonings for that proof firſt into a new 
Errour, next int0 4 falſe Inference, then 1ntO a plain cheat and con- 
tradition. 

Theſe are very hard words, and therefore I come now to exa- 
mine how I deſerve them : 'Tis a» Errowr ({ay you) that there 


Was 
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was not in St. * Auguſtine's time a gegaral pions rar the Bleſſed * Reply,p-3* 
Virgin's Aſſumption: You refer me for the proof of what you fay 

there to yaur Lerter to the Peer: well, I have looked into ir, 

and am no more convinced by i: yet, than I was by my firſt « Letter to # _ 
peruſal of it. The Authours named in that Paragraph * you Peer, p. 7. 
refer to are [ the Suppoſititions Sermon of ] | 

St. Hierome, St. Hephonſus *, Wiltiam Biſhop of _" 1 can meer with no Authour 


. | _ of this name cjther in your or 
Paris, St. Bernard and others: but theſe can- 0. Brnagey ppoe you 
you 


not be the men to (hew the General pions Se I > of 

Belief of the Aſſwmption 10 St. Auſtin's time, (1nce Toad farts tans 'corretind io 

you ſay you find in them, that they doubted of z your Reply the errour in your 

or disbelieveds her [ che B. Virgin] being aſ- Letter. # Lerterto a Pcerp. 7+ 

ſumed m9 Body into Heaven: and thinks theſe 

Fathers and others look like a fair argument to prove againſt 

your GENERAL prous belief in St. Azſtin's time. To paſs them 

therefore, who are either not to the purpoſe here, or againſt 

your aflertion ; there are but 1wo Awthowrs more in the Paragraph, 

St. Mellion s Sermon { which in your Reply hath changed both its 

name, and is called St. Melitons b Book ] and Nicephorns : And *» Reply, p-3 

now I would fain know of you, Sir, how der of theſe 

Authours prove what you aſſert a General pious Belief of 

the Aſſumption in St. Auſtin's time : as for Nicephorms, he lived not 

till almoſt a Thouſand years after St. Auſtine, ſo that he is a moſt 

unfit Witneſs for ſuch a purpoſe : but here you will tell me 

that Nicephorus is urged by you onely, to ſhew, that 7uvenal Pa- 

triarch of Hieruſalem proved the Truth of this Myſtery to have been re- 

ceived of very Ancient Tradition before Marcian the Emperaur, To 

this I anſwer, that Z«wenal lived after St. 4»/tine's time and there: 

fore can be no Witneſs as to his rime : but paſſing this, the 

Credit of all this ſtory depends upon Micephorss Caliiſtns, who 

is of no Authority herein, not onely becauſe he lived not till 

the fourteenth Centwry, but becauſe he is a moſt fabulous Writer. 

1] have not time to inſiſt on or urge what Monſiewr Laxnoy hath 

offered againſt this Story, eſpecially what he ſays i about the i Launoii de 

filence of the Hiſtorians who lived in, near, Or ſince that time dOWN Controverſia 

to Nicephborss, who is the firſt and oveh Authour (according to ae exſert: 

him) that broached that fable about J«venal and Marcian the **240_Parif 

Emperour. |] have one argument to urge againſt your 7#vena!, —_— _ 

and that is, that it is impoſſible he could ſhew any /ach an- Bas Fudici- 

cient Tradition for the Aſſumption, fince it is granted that the mm Poth 
| Az Writer 197%: 97 


(EC) 


"Writers of the Charch befgre him never mentioned any ſuch 


thing, and which is more ſince, this very Dottrine about Aſwmp- 
tion was condemned in the /ame Centmry in a Conncil at Rome 
by Gelaſins Pope with 70 other Biſhops. 

What I urge here concerns your Authour St. 24clito, the ſup- 
polititious book under whoſe name was condemned as Apocyy- 
phal. But pray, Sir, how do you prove to us that this Book 
under St. 2eliro's name was before St. Auſtine's time ? the firſt 
news we hear of 7#t is not till above 6o years after St. Auſtine's 
time, and the ſame time that we hear of the Book, we hear of 
its being condemned as an Apocryphal thing : Yet I will grant to 
you (what I do not believe) that the 4 was older; will 
any man of tolerable ſenſe argue from this Book a General Pioxs 
Belief of the Aſſumption in St. Auſtine's time, when this very Book 


* Liber qui that taught it was condemned as Apocryphal at Reme in the 


appe Natur 


Tranſitus, ? 


eft, Aſſumpti 


ſame Century * > 


8 Sanfle Marie, apxcryphas. Concil. Rom..I. ſub Gelaſio, An. Dom.4 94+ in Tom-4. 


»Concil. p. 1264+ edit. Coſſar. 


' Biblioth. 
Patrum T. 
7. Þ. 580. 

Edit. Par. 
1624- 


I cannot but ſtay here to wonder a little at your ſaying 
there, that I F this Sermon be not S. Melito s Genuine work , it muſt 
be of ſome other Authour nigh thoſe times, I can be no longer an- 
gry that you ſhould ſtand up fo obſtinately for the 35th. Ser- 
mon de Sanftis, when I find you at moſt but dubious whether 
that Book (for fo I would call it) under 1:1ito's name be genuine 
or no; Whereas all the men of Learning in the Church have 
long fince thrown it up as ſpurious and Apocryphal ; I have 
already ſhown how it was condemned by a Pope in Comncil as 
Apocryphal twelve hundred years ago : Not long after thar our 
Venerable Bege fell moſt ſeverely upon it, and lays to the charge 
of the Authour of it Ignorance, and downright ling: fo that De 
La Bigne was about ſtriking it out of his Bibliotheca Patrym;, but 
though he ſatisfied himſelf with ſome reaſons for his continu- 
ing it there, yet this is his Concluſion about it 5 notwirhſan- 
ding what hath been ſaid above, it is | certain that this Book is 
falſely aſeribed to $. Melits, that it 5s Apocryphal, and of no Ar- 
thority, and to be altogether rejetted for its mixtures, { of Truth 
and falſhood.] He then tells vs that the Spaniſh Index Expur- 


_ gatorius have ordered the whole of the Book from the 8th. Chapter 


10 be expanged: and I can aflure you that the Hiftory of the 


Aſſumption 
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Aſſumption is the ſubje& of thoſe Chapters which the bwtx hith* 
ordered to be ſtruck out : mag ne after all this (atid 
more which I could add ) are not ſatisfied of that Book's being 
ſpurious : Which thing among Learned Aden I am ſure will not 
add any Luſtre to one who writes himſelf of the Society of 7e- 
ſ«s, but will ſatisfie the World, what fort of an Adver/ary I have 
to deal with. 

Having ſhewn that your Meir and your Nicephorns are of no 
Credit, and chere being no other Authours offered for my Convi- 
&ion, T pray Sir, where and how have you ſhewn the General pi- 
ous belief of the Virgin s Aſſamption in St. Auſtin's time : And what 
ground had you for your charge of a new Erroxr in me, when you 
are not able to evince the thing; all ſee at leaſt that you did nor 
doe it there. 

The next charge is a falſe Inferexce ; my words upon which 
you ground it are theſe, if the Day of Aſſumption do not ever (if 
the day of a Saimts Death, why may not this be the exception ? Ulpon 
this you charge me with inferring that if Aſſumption do not always 
ſignifie the Death of a Saint, therefore here it may ſignifie the Corporal 
Aſſumption of the bleſſed Virgin, thagefore it doth. I own that this 
laſt, © cherofore it doth ] is not onely a falſe but a filh inference, 
but am ſure it is not mine, I onely ſaid, why may nor this be the 
Exception.” I appeal to my words juſt put down, and to all Scholars 
+ ng this be ingenuons dealing, 10 that your ſecond charge is 

n. 

But before you paſs to your third great charge, you accuſe me 
of a wilfull miſtake in making you ſay that in the ancient Writings 
Feaſt or Day of Aſſumption when apphed to Saints did onely almoſt al- 
ways ſignifie the day of their Death, Well, Sir, and did not you ſay 
ſa your {elf in your firf Letter ; is not the a/moſt of your own 
putting in-there. Theſe are the very words you uſed there ; as if 
Feaſt or Day of Aſſumption in the Writings of Ancients, did A L- 


MOST EVER f{ignifie any thing elſe but the (®) Day of 4 (®)Letter to 
Saints Death. T muſt confets, Sir, that I thought I had to doe * F<<*, P- 7- 


with one who would admit. of his ew# words, and not charge them 
upon his Adwerſary, as if they were lis , with one that nnder- 
ſtood Engliſh : bur I muſt now take thy Lot, whatever it is. 
Your next charge is of a Cheat in endeavouring to infinuate 
that the 35th Sermon did not ſpeak of the Yirgin's Death, but of 


ber Aſſumption in_the Vulgar ſenſe of. the word. But wherein 
is 


You have twice trarflated in 
this ſhort paſlage Cathbolica Hiftoria 


(8) 
is the Cheat,” I put down there the very words of the Sermon 5 
well but, ſay you, 4ſſuwption here does : only fignifie her Death, 
and you quote a paſſage of the Sermon for it, which is very q 

y = 


curacely tranſlated : I am not through 
tisfied of this, and my reaſon is this, be- 


the Cubelick Tharch, cauſe as I was, before I ſaw yowr Letter, fatis- 


fied that there was not a neceſſity of raking 


(*) Vera autem de ejus Aſſumpti- Aſſumption here in the Valgar ſenſe, ſo I was 
wel wen ra of prbario 5. fully aſſured that the Auchexr of the Sermon 
Ge extra cop Tonorantes, offieny. hath determined for neicher ſenſe, but hath 
ram ſuper Angelos cam effe credamus. left it doxbrfull whether ſhe were aſſumed Cor- 
Scrmo 35. de Sandtis. porally or no (®), 


You next take me to task about the miſtake you made in 
quoting the 14th Sermon de Santis 3 and you adviſe me to be 
leſs raſh in my Rhetorical Dec/amations, But I cannot ſee my faulc 
here : You did quote the 14th Sermon de Sanitis, I went thither, 
and when I could not find i there, I lookt into thoſe Sermons I 
mentioned in my Letter, and not finding it in a» of them, I 
concluded it to be your miſtake, and did believe that ſome body 
had impoſed upon yo» : I afterwards looked over at the Sermons 
de Sanfts, and not finding it any where, I thought you had been 
deceived, and I hope it was no fault co tell you fo, as I then did. 
But you will have it that I was reſolved ro miſtake you, that I might 
fanfie ſomething to objeft againſt, There are ((ay you ) but two 14th 
Sermons de Santtis, that of the firſt ancient Colleftion, and that in the 
other Compilation of Seventeen made by the Divines of Paris, I am 
not, Sir, to be frighted or born down with dint of Confidence. 
I fay that it is falſe that there are two 14th Sermons de Santis ; 
the Sermons de Santts are a Body of one and fifty Sermons, and when 
any one talks of or quotes ſuch or ſuch a Sermon de Santis, we 
know readily whither ro go. The Sermons added by the Divines 
of Paris are not intituled de Sans either in the Lowvain Edition 
that I uſe, or in the Beneditine : And therefore when the Bene- 
diftines put one of the Paris Sermons down in their Volume they tell 
us in the Margin that it is the 5thor 7th, for example, inter ad- 
ditos 4 Pariſienſibus, whereas when they put down one of the Ser 
mons de Sanitis, they always tell us there that it is'the 24th or 42d, 
for example de Santis : So that you cannot avoid ſeeing how 
you have run your ſelf into a new miſtake by reſolving to defend 
an old one. I am afraid you are not fo much v in St. Aw- 


ſin, 


(9) 
ftin, 25 your Srymm made ſhew of, and therefore 1 will give yo! 
this piece of advice, that when you meet with St. Anftin's Ser- 
mons de Sanftis quoted in your Authors, you wonld not le 
ſwallow, but would examine a little, and be careful), '(mce 'of 
the 51 Sermons de Sanftis the Benediftiner have rejetted oe and 
forty 2S ſpurious, and none of St, Auſt ins. . 
We are now come to the next Argument from the Man- 
ſcripts againſt the Sermon, I charged you with having aid no- 
thing to the Benediftine Manwſcriprs which give tis no Author: of 
that Sermon, you tell us that my charge herein is ridicalmu ; and 
you indeavour to illuſtrate your'anſwer, or rather to anſwer by 2 
Similitade taken out of the Law Coxrts 3, but fo ill applyed as no- 
thing worſe, for what is poſlefſion, in this caſe, mutt a Book al- 
ways belong to ſuch an Athor, becaufe once in his Poſſeſſion 3 it 
feems the world have wronged Arnobrne in vindicating Oftavins to 
its true Maſter ; what ſay you, was it not in his on 3, did 
not the Manuſcripts give it to Arnobixs ? or how came he to have 
it what if ſome Mansſcripts name no Author for ir? This how 
ridiculous ſoever is atl you would fay here; and yer you pity my 
weakneſs and paſs ir by, berauſe you love,, not to inſult on an erriug 
Adverſaries patent miftake : forgetting in the mean time that while 
you would make what I ſay ridiculows, you fall foul upon thoſe 
Benedifines of Paris (whom I had it from) whoſe Learning is 
45 much known as admired, and the world roo much indebted 
to them for their excellent pains upon St. Auguſtine, whom they 
have EE and u St. Ambroſe whom = are now a fit- 
ting for the Preſs, to think their arguments ridiculous, becauſe you 
think them ſo. X 
You next charge me with Di/mmgensity and rea! forgery in inſi- 
nuating, That this Sermon bears nat his ( St. Auſtine's) name either 
in the Mans [cripts uſed by the Louvain Divines, or by the Benedic- 
tines, when I own my ſelf that the Louvain Divines onely ſay it is net 
in feveral of their Manuſcripts, Would any one but look into 
that Paragraph of my Letter, whence you quote this, he will eaſt- 
ly ſee that the Lowwain Manuſcripts I ſpeak of here are thoſe that - 
intituled this Sermon to Fulbertus, Thoſe A" that gave it to 
Falbertus are thoſe | had in my eye there, when I ſaid that the 
Manuſcripts uſed by the Lowwain Divines, give it to Fulberties in- 
ſtead of St. Au/tize, I did _ lay all their AZowſcriprs gave : 
azain 


(10) 
againſt St. Auſtine, but that the Manuſcripts ſpoken of at the be- 
ginning of the Paragraph did give it for Fulbertws, 

You next ask me whether 7 do not egregiouſly deſtroy my own 
cauſe in appealing. to moſt ancient Manuſcripts, Fo appeal was to the 
' woſt as well as to the beſt Manuſcripts 1 and the known ſtile of the 
Axthor, I think, Sir, that I do not, and ſhall think fo till you 
ſhew me not only that the ile of this Sermon is purely St. Au- 
ftine's but that it is attributed to himin the MOST, and 
BEST Manuſcripts, Theſe things you ſhould regularly have 
done here, but inſtead of offering at oe word of this nature for 
my Conviction : You think you anſwer me enough in askin 
me whether St. Thomas was not better acquainted with St. Auſtine's 
ſtyle, than I dare _ to be: and whether he had not as great a 
plenty, He and all bis Contemporaries, and of freſher Manuſcripts ? 
ſhere muſt be added, for not onely the Antitheſis, but the Eng- 
Iſh requires it, as I have.) But had you added this as the fyle 
requires it, every one would have ſeen the great weakneſs of 
it : I have not onely told you , but proved it to you in my firſt 
Letter, that Thomas Aquinas was no Critick : But as tO your queſt i- 
0x5, you cannot be 1gnorant that I did not rely on my own 
judgment, or pretend to have M SS. by me. What I have ſaid 
about theſe things hath the aſſiſtance not onely of the Benedifine, 
but Louvain Divines, and the Queſtions you put te we do as much 
concern them as me, nay more : for they had thoſe M SS. I inſiſted 
on, and therefore for the future pray lay your accuſation right ; 
and ſince the Louvain Divines are in their Graves, write a ſharp 
reproof to thoſe impudent Benedi&ines, who have dared to un- 
derſtand St. Augsſtin's ftyle as 2vell or better than Thomas Aqui- 
nas, and have had the face to pretend to ſuch M SS. as do ob- 
lige them to deprive St. Auſtin of that - 35th Sermon de San#s. 

After all this skirmiſhing hitherto, we are arrived at the Ar- 
gument from S. Jſidore. 1 urged that it was certain the 35h, 
Sermon de Santtzx could not be St. Auſtin's, ſince Iſidore was 
qurted in it, who lived not till two hundred years after St, Auſtin. 

Your anſwer was, that the 7/dore quoted in the Sermen could 
not be he that lived in the Seventh Century, and your proof was 
from a paſſage in the Sermon it ſelf, in which the Authour of the 
Sermcs (aid that, In our time no Authour among the Latins can be 


found 


(11 ) 


ound [is found, faith the Sermon ] who treats the bleſſed Virgin's 
_ FE been poſitive and expreſs, or as I Ft hd fry he 
ſpoken any thing expreſly concerning her Death ; whereas no one (you 
add) could be ignorant of what r famous an Authour as S. Gregory of 
Tours had in his Hiſtory plainly and fully written m the ſixth Age. 

This I anſwered in my /aft, by telling you that the Authour of this 
Sermon might either not know, or not regard Gregory of Tours ; and 
urged the inſtance of St. Bernard, who notwithſtanding Gregory's 
moſt full account of the Aſſumption, either doubted or disbelieved it ; 
upon which I concluded that $t. Bernard as well as the Authowr of 
the 35th Sermon de Santtis did either not know, or not regard Gregory 
of Tours. Againft this plain and full anſwer you have made ſeve- 
ral objections : firſt you ſay, no one could be ignorant of what Gregory 
of Tours had written in the ſixth Age; This 18, Sir, affirming without 
proving ; and though a contrary affirmation is ſufficient againft 
ſuch a proof, yet 1 gave you there not onely the _ of the Au- 
thour of this Sermon, which I can certainly prove'to have been writ- 
ten much after Gregory's time, but the Inftance of St. Bernard. 1 will 
add but one more to them, which I queſtion not will ſfatisfie all rea- 
ſonable perſons. 

I/idore of Sevil lived in the beginning of the ſeventh Century, and 
is allowed by all to have lived at the- beginning of ;t, and to- have 
been not-onely near Gregory of Tour's time, but near his Countrey, 
and therefore to have had the beſt opportunities of knowing this 
famons Hiſtory, you ſo much inſiſt on : and yet theſe are his words 
at the end of his account of the Life of the Virgin Mary z no Hifo- 
ry informs us particulary that Mary ſuffered Martyrdom” by the Sword, 


nor # her Death ANY WHERE READ of, nor (9) Specialiter tamen nulla de- 
her Burial (0) to be found any where. As this Inſtance cer Hiſtoria Mariam gladii ant 
ſhews that 1/idore was ignorant .of Gregory of Tour's '44verſione peremptam, quia nes 


writing [and therefore no wonder that cthers were, 


obitus USPIAM legitur, dum 
ramen nec reperiatur ſepulrurs. 


who lived farther from his time,] ſoit hoids as ſtrong xjdoras ziſpal. de Fitz & 
againſt the forged Melito and St. Hjerom : and ſhews * Morte SS. num.6$: p. 168, Edits 


that I/idore was equally ignorant of them all, or look= Paris 1589, 
ed upon them as {0 very fabulons and Apocryphal, that not one of chem 
did deſerve the name of an Hiſtory. | 

And therefore as to the Equivocationthat I make Felberras guilty 
of, when 1 make himſay Ne-body writ of ſuch a Subje& poſitively, onely 
meaning that what was written was net true ; | mult a Sir, that 


you wrong me very much in this paſſage ;. your onely meaning that 
B 2 what 


| 


| 


what Was written was not true, is a very great miſtepreſentation of 
my words: I did inſiſt there upon Fulbertms's not knowing, as well 
as not regarding Gregory of Tours. I rced onely to put down my 
own expreſſions uſed in that Letter to let the world ſee how I am uſed 
by you. My words were theſe in relation to Gregory of Towrs; I: 
& 14 errour to (uppoſe the Authour of that Sermon had mever ſeen Gregory 
of Tour's book, and therefore might have that expreſſion concerning nc 
Latin Anthowr treating of the Virgin Mary's Aſſumption : or we may wve- 
ry. well ſappeſe that if he had, be reckons bu Story among thoſe Apocry- 
(p) Letter to pb4d ones which were (p) THEN WRIT), but RETECTED 'y the 
F: Sabran, p.7, Church of God. Wholoever will compare theſe expreſſions of mine and 


your charge, will caſily fee that there was »o equrvocation on my part . 


but a great deal of miſrepreſenting on yours. 

Your wext charge againſt me is as true; and you tell me that you 
never ſaid (as T intimate) that St. Bernard disbelieved the bleſſed Virgin's 
Aſſumption. . I cannot but wonder at fuch ſtrange behaviour ; whe- 
ther you or. I am the guilty perſon here, will quickly be ſeen by 
putting down both our words about bz - in the ro Letters, which 
I will ſet one againſt the orber, that all may ſee the Truth or fallhood 
of this accuſation. 


F. Sabran's Expreſſions in{My Expreſhons in my Let- 
the Letter to a Peer, P- 7+ ter to F. S abran, P. 7+ 


==» $;, Bernard and others writ | -=- and not in St. Bernard, who [0 
Sermons on owr B. Lady's Aſſump- \ very long after ether DOUBTED 
tion ; although tm thoſe very Orati- | or DISBELIEVED rhe Story of 
ons we find they DOUBTED OF, | the ASSUMPTION [;n the wwlgar 
or DISBELIEVED her being aſſu- | corporal ſenſe.) 
med in Body into Heaven. y 


It js time to return to the buſineſs of St. Tſfdore ; you had faid in 
your Letter to the Peer, that there were ſeveral 1/idores betore St. Au- 
ſtin, and that the Tidore quoted here in the 35th Sermon mult be 
one of them: to which I anſwered, that though there were never ſo ma- 
»y Iſidores before St. Auſtin, yet-can you, or dare you offer to hew that 
any of them were Writers! Alf the Anſwer you give in your Reply to 
this 18, that # 4s childiſh. But is it, Sir, really fo ? the 75dore quoted 
was a Writer; I demanded of you to ſhew that any I/dore before 
St. Auſtin was a Hriter : 1 do not wonder at your being diſordered 

at 


UMI 
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(13) 
at this Queſtion, though all the World cannot but fee how very fair 
and reaſonable : but the miſchief is, neither St. Hierom, nor Bellarmine 
make mention of any ſuch a Writer before St. Auftin : and therefore 
it was the wiſe, becauſe the bef-anſwer that could be given to ſay 
mine was childiſh. 

But that | might drive you from fo weak a pretence, I told you 
that 2ye are certain that the Iſhdore quoted im the Sermon is He that lived 
i*n the Seventh Century ;, and that if you did ook into the Louvain Edi- 
tion, when you wrote your Letter to the Peer, you could not have miſ9d 
ſeeing what Book of his the Paſſage ts taken from. Your Reply to this 
is very ſhort, you ſay it was anſwered im your firſt Letter ; what ? 
anſwered before it was objected , I faid not a ſyllable in my Poft- 
ſcript, nor you in your Letter to the Lord about what Bock of St. Iſe 
dore this paſſage 1s taken from, or that the Book was mentioned in, 
and might be ſeen in the Louwwain Edition ; and yet you tell me that 
50u have anſwered this in that Letter. But Iealily ſee what it is that 
you mean by the Anſwer ; it is , I ſuppoſe, that which you next in- 
ſift on in the Reply, that the citation of Ifidore could not be made out to 
be taken out of the Book cited by the Louvain Divines, the doubt there pro- 
© bs oſed being obvious, having been made (q) before St. Auftin's time by St. (q)Reply, p-7« 

Epiphanius. I would fain know, Sir, what we muſt gather hence, 

is it, that becauſe the doubt was made by Epiphanins before St. Au 
in's time, therefore it was not made by T/dere, who lived fo long 
after St. Auguſtin's time : or is it becauſe the doubt was made then 
by Epiphanizs, therefore it could not be made by T/idore afterwards. 
Either I ſee no Logick, or no ſepſz here ; and certainly, Sir, it is nei- 
ther inconſiſtent, nor impoſſible, nor improbable that J/idere ſhould 
in the ſeventh Century make ſuc a doubt about the wordy of Simeon, 
as St. Epiphanizs had made in the fourrh. But all this illogical flut- 
tering 1s to no purpoſe, our debate 1s not about the doubt it ſelf, or 
the ſenſe or words of the paſſage, but whence the paſſage it ſelf is ta- 
ken; out of what Amthour, and out of what Book the words in the 
35th Sermon de Santts are borrowed ; and here, that 1 might put 
an end to the Excurſions about things of no moment to the Con- 
troverſie, and fix you, 1 did reſer you to the Book, Chapter and 
Page in Tſidore out of which the paſſage in the Sermon is taken. Burt 
to this I find not a ſyllable of anſwer made, nor the leaſt notice ta- 
ken of it 3 fo that 1 ſhould have ſuſpected that your half bour had | 
been out , which you were willing (I) to caſt away upon anlwering (r)Reply, pete}: 
me, 
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me, and therefore that you would fay no more” to me, did I not 
ſee that you had time itill for a whole Page after rh, 

Whatever was the occaſion of this Neglect, whether it was be- 
cauſe you had not one word to reply to ſuch a demonſtrative Evi- 
dence,or for ſome other Reaſon, I will not trouble my ſelf to gueſs ; 
I intend not to be put off thus : and therefore I am reſolved that you 
ſhall ſee the Paſlage in 1idvre, and before it, what the Benedidines as 
well Lowvain Divines have ſaid about the 35th, Sermon de Sanctis, 
which is the Subjeq of the Debate betwixt us. The Lowvain Di- 


' (CO) Fuit, 35. de Sanfty, ſed in 
Meriſque Manuſcriptis exemplie 
11-5 tribuitur Fulberto Carno- 
tenſi Epiſcopo citat autcm Ilido- 
rum ex opere de Vita et obitu 
Sanftorum. Append. a4 Tom. 
10. Auguſtini. p. 631. Edit. 
Colon. Agrippe 1616. 


vines having thrown the Sermon into their Appendix 
as ſpurious, and having placed i: the 83d. intheir Ap- 
pendix give this account of it. This Sermon was the 
25th. de Santis, but in (ſ) very many Manuſcript Copies 
it is attributed to Fulberius Carnotenſis. It quotes I- 
ſidore out of his Work concerning the Life and Death f 


the Saints. 


The Benedi#1imes of Paris in their Edition lately come over have 
alſo placed ix in their Appendix, as none of St. Auſtin's, and their 
Tulgment about it is thus delivered there : [This Seruon is the 


(t) Incerti audoris, qui multrum 
Auguſtino recentiorem Ifido- 
rum -x Opere de Vita 3 Obiru 
Sanftorum. In noftris Codicibus 
MS, haberur 2bſq; nomine auto- 
ris. At in Lovanienſium ple- 
rilq; ut i"/: obſervant, Manu- 
ſcripris rrib4irur Fulberto Epiſ- 
copo Carnaotenti Pref. Sev. 
208. in Append. Tom. 5. p. 343+ 
Elit, BenediQ. Paris. 1683. 


Work] of ſome uncertain Authour, who quotes (t) liidore, 


whois MUCH LATER than S:. Aut, out of 


bis Work concerning the Life and Death of the Saints, 
We have it in onr Manuſcripts without the name of any 
Authour : but im wery many of the MSS. of the Louvain 
Divines , as they themſe}wres obſerve it is attributed to 
Fulbertus Carnotenſis. Having now given you, Sir, 
the Judgment of the Louvain Divines as well as of the 
Benedifines in their own words, 1 will next produce 
the Pallage as it is in 1ſdore himſelf, and as it is in the 
Sermon ; that ſo you may ſee which Iſidore it 1s about 


whom ſo much noiſe hath been made : 


The Words in the 35th. | The Words of Iſdore himſelf, 


Sermon de Sanctis. Quod quidem incertum eft utrum 
H'nc & lſidorus, Incertum eſt, in- | pro Martyrii glalio dixerit an pro 
quit, per hoc dictum, utrum gladium Verbs Det wa/ido et acuto pr ae omns 
Spiritus,an gladium dixerit perſecu- g/adio ancipiti, Iſidorus Hiſpal. 
ticnis. Serm. 2C8. wm Append. deVita&& Morte San{torum c 68. 


Tom.. p. 344. Edit. Par;s.1683. | P. 168. Edit: Paris. 1580. 


] can 


\ 
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I can ſee no place left now for Cavil, but this one, That the Words 
here put down are not exactly the ſame in the Sermon, and in the 
Book : But ſuch a Cavil will neither be offered at, nor admitted 
by any Perſon of Learning, fince every learned Man knows that it 
is the frequent praftice of thoſe who cite other Mens Works, ſome- 
times to keep exaCtly to the words of the Authour cited, ſometimes 
to contratt them, and ſometimes to give onely the Senſe cf them : 
The Authour of this Sermon is an inſtance of this laſt Method, wha 
tho' he hath contrafted and partly changed the Words of Jfdore, 
yet hehath given us the Senſe of them ; which no body can den 
to be that ſet down in the Sermon, That it is uncertain whether by t 
Sword which Simeon ſaid ſhould pierce through the Virgin Mary*s Soul, 
is meant the Sword of the Spirit, or the Sword of Perſecution. 

I hope Sir, that after ſuch invincible evidence againſt the Sermen's 
being St. Auſtin's , you will at laſt forſake your wilfull miſtake ; if 
ſuch Arguments cannot perſwade you, it muſt be becauſe you are 
_—_— not to be perſwaded herein. I muſt, before l end this, 

e notice of your /aff Charge againſt me of impoſin wnt bhinkn 
Readers when I i = Aſſertion was fals = ack ſaid that 
the Divines of Louvain 4d aſſert to St. Auſtin the 18th. Sermon de 
S$ants. 1 do own my words there, and fince you will force me, 
1do affirm it a ſecond time that Yowr Aſſertion is falſe : and my far- 
ther Reaſon for it | will now give you here, The Divines of Lou- 
vain in their Cenſura generalis [which you may find on the back of 
their Tithe page to the Tenth Tome of St. Auſtin's Works] have di- 
Rioguiſhed Ki the Sermons of that Volume into three ſorts: inthe firſt 
ſort they reckon thoſe Sermons which did certainly appear to be St. 
Auſtin's , and them they put in the Volume with St. Auſtin's name be- 
fore them, They next reckon thoſe Sermons which are certainly not 
his, theſe Sermons they caſt into the —_ as ſpurious : their 
third fort are thoſe which are doubtfull, which they leave in.the Yo 
lume, but without St. Auſtin's name to themto diſt:uguiſh chem from 
the certain ones. With this information therefore we will look for 
the 18th. Sermcn , we find it indeed in the Volame, but without St. 
Auſtin's name to it ; (© that it is certain from this very Circumſtance 
that the Lowvain Divines looked upon it as dubioar, and therefore 
did not prefix St. Auſtin's name to it, but put that zote before i which 
1 mentioned : Ineed add no more to foplain a proof; as to your of- 
fering me Natals Alexandre's Opiniow, | have here proved that wr 


( 16!) 
did aſſert the ſame thing, be was then as much miſtaken 4856, / But 


pray, Sir, how come you to urge. me with N. Alexandre?! 1 had 
thought you had kngwn that you are excommunicdte ſine ulls alia decla- 


ratiene, If you eithet” read or kept his Books. þ {, 

Youaſtly put me in mind of the Bufmels about Invocation, ind 
your Challenge and Charge thereupoi : I will be as good as my 
word, and will undertake char, as {oon as this Controverſie is either 
ended Or dropr. : : 

You are ſo angry at parting that I cannot but take notice of it ; 
and therefore will be carefull to avoid-a thing ſoindecent. If 1 have 
but given you hard Arguments for your hard Words, 1 have gained 
my Defign. Iam, 

Reverend Sir, 


Torr Friend and Servant 


in all Chriſt ian Offices. 


Advertiſement. 


"| HE ſame day that F. Sabran's Reply to my laſt Letter 
| was publiſhed, there came out a pretended Letter from a 

iſenter to the Divines of the: Church of Exgland, &c. 
wherein I am accuſed of being a Papiſt. I ans ſufficiently certain 
. -that it came out of the ſame Printer's hands that F. Sabran's 
Reply aid, and that it is from a Popiſh hand, I do here pro- 
miſe the World a ſpeedy Vindication of my ſelf from that Ca- 
lumny, wherein I will ſhew that the Authour of that Letter 
5s 4s good at Miſrepreſentations, as at Fealing 4 Nubes 
Teſtmum out of Natalis Alexandre. 


FINIS: 


